This paper investigates the incentive effects of the Top 10% Plan on high school students' academic achievement. The Top 10% Plan substantially improved the probability of admissions to state flagship public universities for students from low-performing Texas high schools. We find that under the Top 10% policy, low-performing high schools -1 
Introduction
The role that incentives play in raising educational outcomes has attracted significant interests from policy makers and researchers around the world. Countries have implemented various policy initiatives and small-scale, randomized experiments that are designed to motivate educators and students to attain higher achievement. These incentive programs have generally been found to have positive impacts on student achievement. This paper studies the incentive effects on high school students' academic achievement of greater probability of admissions to a state flagship university that are brought about by the Texas Top 10% Plan.
In 1997 Texas passed the H.B.588 bill, commonly known as the Top 10% Plan; this policy changed the nature of college admissions for all Texas students. The Top 10% Plan guarantees automatic college admissions to all high school seniors who graduate in the top decile of their school's graduating class; more importantly, rank-eligible students can choose to attend any one of the Texas public four-year higher education institutions.
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Under the Top 10% Plan, college-bound high school students who plan to attend an in-state public university compete first and foremost with only peers in their own high school. Prior to the Top 10% policy, students competed with all high school seniors in the state. The change in the pool of competitors is most dramatic for students attending low-performing high schools. In other words, before the Top 10% policy, students from low-performing high schools competed with all seniors in Texas, thus having a relatively low probability of a college admission. In contract, under the Top 10% policy, these students now only compete with fellow students in their graduating senior class, and now the probability of a college admission is 10 percent. This, combined with the unique feature of "institution choice" in the Texas policy, substantially increased the probability of admissions to a high-quality public in-state institution for students from low-performing high schools. Since the introduction of the Top 10%
Plan, there has been a dramatic rise in the number of high schools that send graduates to state flagship universities; these high schools are also more diverse in geographic and socio-economic characteristics (Long et al. 2010) . Due to higher returns of attending a flagship university, 2 the Top 10% Plan may induce students from low-performing high schools to work harder. As a result, we expect measures of their high school achievement to improve. This paper investigates the incentive impact of the Top 10% Plan on the academic achievement of high school students. We use school-level data assembled from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and estimate the average impact of the Top 10% Plan on the academic achievement of all students in a given year. We conduct the analysis in a difference-in-differences framework,
where we compare the relative change in 10 th -grade pass rates in the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) of high-and low-performing schools before and after the implementation of the Top 10% Plan. Controlling for time-varying educational inputs (i.e., student demographics, teacher characteristics, school spending) and school district fixed effects, we find that under the Top 10% increased more than that of the top quintile schools, though these changes were smaller than that of the bottom quintile. In addition, these results hold regardless of the racial composition of the high school; that is, predominantly Hispanic and black majority schools also experienced gains in the TAAS pass rate during the Top 10% policy. 2 Research shows that labor market return to college education varies substantially with types of colleges attended, for example, Brewer and Ehrenberg (1996) ; Brewer, Eide, and Ehrenberg (1999) ; Black and Smith (2004); Zhang (2009); and Hoekstra (2009). In sharp contrast to this relative increase in the TAAS pass rate after the enactment of the Top 10% Plan, we find generally similar trends in pass rates for all schools in the pre-policy years.
The lack of pre-existing differential trends provides support for assigning a causal interpretation to the benefits associated with the Top 10% Plan. We further conduct a falsification test using the TAAS pass rates for lower grade spans (i.e., grades 7 th and 8 th ) as outcome measures; these results
show no significant differences in the growth trend among different types of schools in post-Top 10% years, suggesting that the findings for high school performance are unlikely to be the result of the increasing stringency of the Texas school accountability policies over this period.
Our results are consistent with the theoretical prediction of a rank-order tournament framework à la Lazear and Rosen (1981) .
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College admissions process is inherently a rank-order tournament among high school students: Students with better academic credentials and extracurricular activities win and attend their desired college, with the share of winners determined by the supply of college seats. Tournament theory predicts that ceteris paribus agents raise their effort level when the gains from winning the tournament relative to losing increase. Therefore, the higher return to efforts induced by the change to the Top 10% Plan is likely to encourage students from low-performing high schools to work harder and attain better academic achievement. Because the Top 10% policy brings about the largest increases in returns to efforts for students from the lowestranked high schools, we expect these students to exhibit the largest improvements in achievement.
Given the heterogeneity of the student body and the possibility that not all students in these high schools may participate in the tournament competition, our point estimates are likely to underestimate the effect of the Top 10% policy on college-bound students in disadvantaged high schools. 3 In the original work of Lazear and Rosen (1981) , the central theme of the theoretical development has focused on examining different aspects of the incentive effects on employees of tournament as a promotion scheme in the labor market (Green and Stokey 1983 , Nalebuff and Stiglitz 1984 , O'keeffe, Viscusi, and Zeckhauser 1984 . The change in college admissions policy in Texas introduced an exogenous change in incentives faced by different types of students.
While we find that students in low-performing schools exert relatively more effort on course work following the enactment of the Top 10% policy, there is also some evidence that they are less likely to enroll in advanced courses. This may be related to the fact that advanced courses and basic courses count equally in students' grade point average calculation.
Our study is closely related to the literature on the role of incentives in education. Hanushek (2008) reviews recent studies on both supply-and demand-side incentives. The former are programs operating on school personnel, including pay for performance schemes, accountability with rewards and punishments attached to outcomes, and increased decision-making authority in schools; these incentives schemes have generally had positive impacts on student achievement. Plan was not proposed as an incentive program for high school students, it essentially provides high rewards -the prospect of attending a state flagship university -to high-achieving students in lowperforming high schools. Our estimates show that high school students respond to incentives in the form of the longer-term rewards. Given that the Top 10% policy applies to all public high school students in Texas, it has great potential as a successful incentive program in other states.
Empirical Strategy and Data

Empirical Strategy
A difference-in-differences approach is used to analyze the incentive effects of the Texas Top 10%
Plan on high school students' academic achievement. The tournament theory of college admissions would predict that the Top 10% Plan raises the effort level of students in low-performing high schools substantially more than that of students in high-performing high schools. Thus, we test this prediction in a difference-in-differences framework, using high school academic achievement as a measure of effort level. Intuitively, we first compare the academic achievement of high-and lowperforming high schools before and after the Top 10% Plan separately; the difference between these two differences measures the impact of Top 10% Plan on low-performing schools relative to highperforming schools. The basic regression equation is as follows: To ensure that we isolate the relative impact of the Top 10% Plan, we control for factors that could independently influence a school's achievement. These include student composition variables -percentages of minority, economically disadvantaged, low English proficiency, and gifted students, and other school input variables (i.e., expenditure per student, teacher-student ratio, and average teacher experience). Additionally, we also control for school district fixed effects, which captures constant, district-specific factors that may affect school achievement such as education policies, demographics, and local labor market conditions.
We also conduct several sensitivity analyses to address the confounding factors that may potentially invalidate the interpretation of our difference-in-differences estimates. First, the lowerand top-performing high schools may follow different growth paths prior to the policy implementation. Second, another important concurrent educational policy, the Texas school accountability requirement, may become more stringent during the same time period and may have a stronger impact on the low-performing schools. Third, in response to the Top 10% policy, some students may choose to enroll in low-performing high schools in order to more easily attain the top decile of academic performance. When this selection is not fully captured by the student demographic controls, school achievement may improve, but it may not be attributed to the positive effect on student effort brought about by the Top 10% Plan. We conduct three separate analyses that tackle these confounding factors, and provide evidence that none of these issues are driving the main results.
Data
Data for the analysis are obtained from the Academic Excellence Indicator System ( The AEIS data contain information on student composition, teacher characteristics, school spending, student activities, and outcomes. We use the median ACT score of a school's graduating class averaged over 1993-94 to 1995-96 school years to sort schools into pre-policy performance quintiles, with the 1 st quintile consisting of the bottom, lowest-performing schools.
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Maps 1 and 2
illustrate the geographic distribution of schools by performance quintile and by racial composition.
There is striking overlap between schools in the two lowest performance quintiles and schools with a high concentration of minority, in particular Hispanic students. In addition, schools with a high concentration of Hispanic students and those with a high concentration of black students rarely overlap; the former exists along the southwest border and the latter on the east.
Panel A of Table 1 Table A1 . The rest of Panel A of Table 1 reports the results of a simple difference-in-differences analysis with no control variables. Relative to the top quintile, all other quintiles experience a significantly larger increase in the 10 th -grade TAAS pass rate in the post-Top 10% years compared to the pre-Top 10% years. The regression analysis in the next section shows that the trend observed in the raw data is robust to the addition of control variables and other confounding factors, and hence can be causally linked to the Top 10% Plan.
Panel B of Table 1 reports the summary statistics of the control variables. Low-performing schools have a disproportionately high concentration of minority students, economically disadvantaged students (eligible for federal subsidized school lunches), and students of limited English proficiency. The other school inputs appear to be equally distributed among schools: all schools have about 9 percent of students in gifted-student education program; per student spending is around $4,700 in constant 1994 dollars; on average teachers have 13 years of experience, and the pupil-teacher ratio is in a narrow range between 11.5 and 14.
Estimation Results
This section first discusses the estimation results for the 10 th -grade TAAS pass rate from the basic difference-in-differences model; we report both the average effects over the entire post-reform years and the dynamics of the effects. We then conduct several robustness tests to confirm that the findings from the basic regression are indeed a result of the incentives brought about by the Top 10% policy. Finally, we estimate the 10 th -grade TASS pass rate for different racial groups and consider a different outcome measure -the advanced course taking rate.
Main Difference-in-Differences Analysis
Columns (1) to (3) of Panel A in Table 2 , report the estimation results of equation (1) for the overall 10 th -grade TAAS pass rate, i.e., the pass rate for the sum of reading, math, and writing tests. Column
(1) controls only for year fixed effects; Column (2) adds time-varying control variables for high school characteristics including student demographics and school inputs; finally, our preferred specification in Column (3) further adds school-district fixed effects. Estimates on the year fixed effects are suppressed; robust standard errors clustered at school level are reported. All estimates are robust to the addition of control variables; therefore we focus on estimates in Column (3). The estimates on the quintile indicators measure the average gap between each quintile and the top quintile for the pre-Top10 years (1994-95 to 1996-97) . Even after controlling for high school characteristics and school-district fixed effects, there is a significant gap between the top and all other schools. Estimates on the interactive terms between the post-Top10 indicator and school quintile indices are all positive and significant, indicating that relative to schools in the top quintile, schools in all other quintiles experience on average larger increases in the TAAS pass rate during the post-Top 10% years (1997-98 to 2001-02) . Indeed, relative to the top quintile, the bottom quintile experiences an 8 percentage point increase in the TAAS pass rate, and all other quintiles also experience roughly a 3 percentage point increase. As a result, ceteris paribus, a 28 percent of the preTop10 gap between the top quintile and schools in the lowest two quintiles is closed following the enactment of the Top 10% Plan.
Estimates on several of the control variables are significant and have the expected signs.
Schools with larger populations of minority students and students of limited English proficiency have significantly lower TAAS pass rates, and schools with larger shares of students in the giftedstudent program have significantly higher TAAS pass rates. Among the three school input variables, only average teacher experience has a significant impact on school outcome. Schools with more experienced teachers show better performance, broadly consistent with estimates in the literature.
Panels B, C, and D of Table 2 report the difference-in-differences estimates for the reading, math, and writing TAAS pass rates separately. The results for subject specific TAAS pass rates are similar to those reported in Column (3) of Panel A. The pass rates in all three subjects show a larger increase for lower-performing quintiles in the post-Top10 years relative to the top quintile, with the largest increase for the TAAS math test.
To investigate how the impact of the Top 10% Plan varies over time, we estimate equation
(1) using subsamples spanning different post-Top10 years. These results are reported in Table 3 .
More specifically, Column (1) uses as the post-Top10 period the 1997-98 school year only, Column (2) 1997-98 and 1998-99 school years, Column (3) 1997-98 to 1999-2000 school years, Column (4)
1997-98 to 2000-01 school years, and the last column is a duplicate of Column (3) of Table 2 , which uses all five post-Top10 school years. The estimates on the interactive terms thus capture the average effect of the Top 10% Plan cumulative over increasingly longer post-Top10 periods. One year after the introduction of the Top 10% policy (Column (1)), all other schools have experienced larger improvements relative to the top quintile, although these improvements are only significant for the bottom quintile, with an additional 2 percentage-point increase. The impact of the Top 10% policy grows over time, with the largest increase between the 1997-98 and 1998-99 school years.
In an alternative approach to the dynamic analysis in Table 3, 
Robustness Analysis
In this section, we conduct additional analyses that address major concerns that may potentially invalidate the interpretation of our difference-in-differences estimates.
Pre-existing Trend between Schools
In order for us to interpret the results in section 3.1 as unbiased and causal effects of the Top 10%
Plan on student achievement, top schools and other schools must experience common trends in the pre-Top10 period. If schools are on different growth paths before the Top 10% policy is enacted, they may continue to do so afterwards even in the absence of the Top 10%'s impact, and our estimates will in part reflect this pre-existing trend. Figures 1 and 2 suggest that the common trend assumption holds for the high schools in our sample; in this section we formally test this assumption. More specifically, we estimate equation (1) using only the pre-Top10 data. In this new difference-in-differences analysis, we designate 1995-96 as the "fake Top10" policy year in which it was enacted; thus the 1994-95 school year is the "pre-policy" period, and 1995-96 and 1996-97 the "post-policy" period. Table 4A reports the results of this exercise for overall TAAS pass rates and for the pass rate in each subject separately. Columns (1) to (3) 
Confounding Effects of School Accountability Requirement
We are concerned that other state-wide contemporary policy changes may affect schools in different performance quintiles differently. The most important policy change is the Texas school accountability measures, which were introduced in 1993 and aimed at improving the quality of public schools. These school accountability measures likely affect low-performing schools more than high-performing schools. If the school accountability requirements became more stringent around 1997, we may also observe larger performance improvement of low-performing than high-performing schools. We address this concern by estimating equation (1) The results for the 7 th and 8 th grades are reported in Table 4B . 8 We use the same school quintile categories as before, so the sample in each column includes high schools that also have a lower-grade section. Most of the point estimates shown in Table 4B Overall, for lower grades, there is no consistent evidence of larger improvement in academic achievement for low-performing schools following the Top 10% policy; therefore, the estimates in Table 2 are unlikely to be driven by changes in school accountability in Texas.
Confounding Effects of High School Selection
The Top 10% Plan may induce some students to choose to attend low-performing high schools that they would not otherwise choose in order to more easily attain the top decile (Cullen, Long, and Reback 2010; Cortes and Friedson 2010) . This strategic behavior is likely to result in improved achievement of low-performing schools. However, this type of strategic behavior has different implications. In particular, if selection effects are the primary underlying cause of the large 7 The Top10% policy may have a positive effect on the achievement of younger students if they believe that better preparation may increase their chance of attaining the top decile in high school; however it is not clear whether students in low-performing schools will be affected by the policy more than other students. 8 TAAS 7 th grade include only math and reading tests and for the TAAS 8 th grade, math, reading, and writing are all tested.
improvement in low-performing schools shown in Table 2 , we may not conclude that the Top 10% policy has discernible effects on student effort levels.
Although time-varying student demographic controls can mitigate concerns over selection bias, we conduct a more rigorous analysis to further address this confounding factor. The point of departure is that to attend a school that one would normally not have chosen is costly. It involves commuting longer distances to go to school or for parents to go to work if a household moves residence, and it is even more costly if parents have to change jobs in order for children to attend a desired school. Therefore, in areas with more local schooling options the "school selection" cost is lower, and we expect more school selection. As a result, the difference-in-differences estimates of equation (1) for these schools may capture more of the school selection effect of the Top 10%
policy. The opposite holds for schools that are "monopolies" of the areas they serve.
We implement this test by estimating equation (1) on samples of "monopolistic" schools and "competing" schools separately. The results are reported in Table 4C . Column (1) uses a sample of schools that are the only school in their respective school district (i.e., "monopolistic" schools), and Column (2) uses schools that belong to multiple-school districts (i.e., "competing" schools). The estimates on the interactive terms are larger for competing schools than for monopolistic schools, suggesting that there is some degree of school selection following the Top 10% Plan. However and more importantly, the estimates for the monopolistic schools are all positive, statistically significant, and close in magnitude to the estimates in Column (3) of Table 2 . This suggests that the estimates in Table 2 reflect by and large the positive effort effect rather than the school selection effect. Columns Even among the most monopolistic counties (Columns (5) and (6)), the point estimates for the bottom quintile schools reveal an effort effect of the Top 10% policy.
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In sum, the estimation results from Tables 4A, 4B and 4C, confirm the main findings in Table 2 . Thus, the positive effect of the Top 10% Plan on academic achievement comes primarily from its positive impact on students' effort.
Estimation by Race
As shown in Maps 1 and 2, Texas schools with a high concentration of white students and schools with a high concentration of minority (black and Hispanic) students are located in quite different geographic areas, and black and Hispanic schools are disproportionately more likely to belong to the low-performing school quintiles. This raises the question of whether our main findings for schools overall are driven by particular racial groups, or whether all students respond similarly to the incentives brought about by the Top 10% policy, regardless of race. We estimate the response of different racial groups with two complementary approaches, and the results are reported in Table 5 .
In the first approach, we examine the time trend of within-school racial differences in academic achievement. We calculate for each school the differences in 10 th -grade TAAS pass rates between whites and blacks, between whites and Hispanics, and between blacks and Hispanics; this leads to losses of a large number of observations due to the fact that not all schools have sufficiently large student population of both races to report the TAAS pass rates for these races. For each of these 9 The Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI) of schools' market share in each county is calculated as
where j s is school j 's share of students in the county. An HHI close to 1 indicates a county with a more "monopolistic" school system, and an HHI close to 0 indicates a county with a more "competing" school system. 10 All regressions include the full set of controls and fixed effects. We also estimate equation (1) using a sample of schools located in counties with only one school. The estimates on the interactive terms are positive but significant only for the bottom quintile. The sample size is small, however, with only 48 schools. racial differences, we essentially have a sample of schools that are sufficiently integrated in the two races in question.
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The estimates on the interactive terms are reported in Columns (1) to (3) of Table 5 . All estimates are statistically insignificantly different from zero, suggesting that racial groups within schools respond similarly to the Top 10% Plan.
In the second approach reported in Panel B of Table 5 , we consider predominantly white, black, or Hispanic schools separately. We define a school as white if at least 50% of its students are white during 1994-95-1996-97 school years; similarly, black schools have at least 10% black students, and Hispanic schools at least 30% Hispanic students during the same period.
12
On average, white schools have 78 percent white students, black schools 28 percent black students, and Hispanic schools 61 percent Hispanic students. We group white, black, and Hispanic schools into quintiles based on the average of a school's median ACT scores prior to the Top 10% policy, and estimate equation (1) for the three samples separately. Because each sample has one dominant racial group, estimates on each sample will reflect primarily the response to the Top 10% policy by a particular race; this is especially true for the white and Hispanic samples. Columns (4) through (6) of Table 5 report the estimation results. The estimates appear to be different across racial groups, but taken together they are consistent with estimates in Table 2 , and the differences reflect precisely the performance distribution of each type of school relative to the distribution of all schools. As shown in Appendix Table A2 , all but a few white schools belong to the top four performance quintiles in the overall distribution; black schools are more evenly distributed in the overall distribution, but the majority of the top black schools are in the 2 nd quintile of the overall distribution; most of the Hispanic schools belong to the lowest three quintiles in the overall distribution, and the lowest two quintiles consist of schools at the lower end of the bottom quintile in the overall distribution. As an example, the estimates in Column (4) for white schools correspond to the estimates on the interactive terms for the 2 nd , 3 rd , and 4 th quintiles in Table 2 (Column (3)). Similar correspondence can be established between Columns (5) and (6) and estimates reported in Table 2 . 13 To summarize, estimates in Columns (4) to (6) are consistent with those in Table 2 , and different racial groups respond to the Top 10% policy in the same manner as predicted by their positions on the performance distribution. Additionally, the estimate on the bottom quintile in Table 2 captures by and large the reaction to the Top 10% Plan by black and Hispanic schools.
In sum, the two approaches in this section jointly establish that the positive response to the Top 10% is universal across racial groups.
Advanced-Course Taking Behavior
With the enactment of the Top 10% policy, a high school senior is qualified for college admission if his cumulative G.P.A. is in the top decile of his class, regardless of the courses taken. For students aiming for the top decile, it is less costly to take more of the basic courses and forego the more difficult advanced courses. Because materials tested in TAAS are the most basic requirements of the curriculum, improvement in TAAS is more closely related to an improvement in the performance in the basic courses. The question remains, do students reallocate their effort toward basic courses at the expense of more advanced courses? We answer this question by considering another measure of student activity: percentage of students in a school that take advanced courses. The estimation results are reported in Table 6 . Column (1) of Panel A, shows that before the Top 10% fewer students in low-performing schools took advanced courses than students in the top schools; after the Top 10%, this deficit becomes larger and significantly so for the 2 nd and 4 th quintile schools.
Columns (2) through (4) show that white, black, and Hispanic students behave quite similarly. 13 For black and Hispanic schools, the estimates in general correspond to the differences between estimates on the 3 rd , 4 th , and 5 th quintiles and the estimate the 2 nd quintile in Table 2 , but the correspondence is not precise.
To summarize, we have shown that the introduction of the Top 10% Plan induced larger increase in effort level by students in low-performing high schools; as a result, these schools experienced greater improvement in academic achievement as measured by the TAAS pass rate.
Nevertheless, there is some suggestive evidence that students reallocated their effort away from advanced courses under the Top 10% policy.
Conclusion
The findings in this paper suggest that students respond to individual accountability and incentives:
as long as the reward is sufficiently large, students respond by exerting more effort, thereby improving academic achievement. Our findings have important policy implications. While school accountability systems are vulnerable to a variety of strategic behavior, individual accountability establishes a standard less prone to manipulation. To the extent that better peers have a positive impact on student performance, even strategic high school choices may be beneficial. Of course, not all students are likely to be equally responsive. Future research will examine the impact of the Top 10% policy at different points of performance distribution within a high school; in particular, how the Top 10% Plan affected the lowest-performing students. 
School Quality Quintiles Based on ACT Scores
Notes : Numbers in parentheses and bracket are standard deviations and standard errors, respectively. The expendiure per pupil variable is reported in real terms of 1994 dollars. 1st quintile is defined as the bottom fifth (0-20%), 2nd quintile is defined as the lower middle (20-40%), 3rd quintile is defined as the middle (40-60%), 4th quintile is defined as the upper middle (60-80%), and 5th quintile is defined as the top fifth (80-100%). All school quality quintiles are based on pre-policy ACT scores. *** indicates statistical significance at the 1% level.
(1) ***, **, * indicates statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively.
Notes : Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors clustered by high school campus ID. 1st quintile is defined as the bottom fifth (0-20%), 2nd quintile is defined as the lower middle (20-40%), 3rd quintile is defined as the middle (40-60%), 4th quintile is defined as the upper middle (60-80%), and 5th quintile (omitted category) is defined as the top fifth (80-100%). Notes : Numbers in parentheses are robust standard errors clustered by high school campus ID. 1st quintile is defined as the bottom fifth (0-20%), 2nd quintile is defined as the lower middle (20-40%), 3rd quintile is defined as the middle (40-60%), 4th quintile is defined as the upper middle (60-80%), and 5th quintile (omitted category) is defined as the top fifth (80-100%).
(1) Notes : Numbers in brakets are robust standard errors clustered by high school campus ID. 1st quintile is defined as the bottom fifth (0-20%), 2nd quintile is defined as the lower middle (20-40%), 3rd quintile is defined as the middle (40-60%), 4th quintile is defined as the upper middle (60-80%), and 5th quintile (omitted category) is defined as the top fifth (80-100%). ***, **, * indicates statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively. Notes : Numbers in brakets are robust standard errors clustered by high school campus ID. 1st quintile is defined as the bottom fifth (0-20%), 2nd quintile is defined as the lower middle (20-40%), 3rd quintile is defined as the middle (40-60%), 4th quintile is defined as the upper middle (60-80%), and 5th quintile (omitted category) is defined as the top fifth (80-100%). ***, **, * indicates statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively. Notes : Numbers in brakets are robust standard errors clustered by high school campus ID. 1st quintile is defined as the bottom fifth (0-20%), 2nd quintile is defined as the lower middle (20-40%), 3rd quintile is defined as the middle (40-60%), 4th quintile is defined as the upper middle (60-80%), and 5th quintile (omitted category) is defined as the top fifth (80-100%).
Between School Differences
***, **, * indicates statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively. 
